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PER CURI AM

Thaddeus Lockhart, a South Carolina prisoner, appeals the
district <court’s order accepting the recommendation of the
magi strate judge and denying his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254 (2000) petition
as untinely under the Antiterrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act
of 1996 (“AEDPA’).

The district court granted a certificate of appealability
with respect to Lockhart’s claimthat the district court erred in
finding that his petition was untinely under the AEDPA. W have
reviewed the record and find that the district court correctly
concluded that Lockhart’s petition was untinmely filed.
Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s findings on this issue

on the reasoning of the district court. See Lockhart v. South

Carolina, No. CA-03-0678-04-18BH (D.S.C. filed Nov. 21, 2003 &
entered Nov. 24, 2003).

The district court declined to issue a certificate of
appeal ability on Lockhart’s remaining clains. |In these clains, he
contends that the district court erred in granting summary judgnment
to the Respondents on procedural grounds w thout considering the
underlying nerits of his petition and contends that the district
court erroneously failed to resol ve a discovery dispute. Lockhart
cannot obtain a certificate of appealability as to these clains
absent “a substantial showing of the denial of a constitutiona

right.” 28 U S.C. 8 2253(c)(2) (2000). A prisoner satisfies this



standard by denonstrating that reasonable jurists would find both
that his constitutional clainms are debatable and that any
di spositive procedural rulings by the district court are also

debatable or wong. See MIler-El v. Cockrell, 537 U S. 322, 336

(2003); Slack v. MDaniel, 529 U S. 473, 484 (2000); Rose v. Lee,

252 F. 3d 676, 683 (4th Cir. 2001). W have i ndependently revi ewed
the record and conclude that Lockhart has not nade the requisite
showi ng. Accordingly, we deny Lockhart’s notion for a certificate
of appealability as to his remaining clains and di sm ss the appeal
as to these clains.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART,
DI SM SSED | N PART




